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ABSTRACT 



A study to determine the topics considered vital by 



principals and members of the American Education Finance Association 
(AEFA) IS described in this paper. Questionnaires mailed to two 
random samples of 61 AEFA members and 181 elementary/secondary 
principals respectively, yielded 35 returns, a 57 percent response 
rate, and 113 returns, a 62 percent response rate. Responses were 
used to generate a list of 13 topics in educational finance that 
principals and AEFA members believed to be vital to the school 
program. Both sets of respondents perceived school budget 
administration as the most important topic for educational 
administration. A significant difference of opinion, however, existed 
between the two groups in three areas: legal issues, accounting 
principles, and resource allocation ethics. Despite a common 
perception of a split between teachers and practitioners of 
educational administration, no laajor difference of opinion in the 
area of educational finance was found. Five tables and two figures 
are included. (15 references) (LMI) 
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Vital Topics 2 

Vital Topics in School Finance 

Problem Statement 

This study determined the topics from the field of school finance which 
are vital both to principals and members of the American Education Finance 
Association (AEFA). 

Definition of Variable 

Field of School Finance: Body of literature published during the 1980s in the 
area of public school finance. 

Vital knowledge: Knowledge about topics in school finance which AEFA members 
and principals judged to be vital. (A decision rule based on means was 
used to determine vital topics. When there was a significant difference 
in the opinion of those who teach School Finance and those who do not 
teach such a course (e.g., practitioners), these differences were 
reported. 

Sa^ile, DMign and Hethodology Used 

Sample: 

Population I: Members of the American Education Finance Association (AEFA) as 

of 1988 comprised the population. 
Random Sampling: 

1. All members on the 1988 AEhA roster were assigned a number from 000 to 
489. 

a. An arbitrary number was selected from the table of random numbers. 
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3. When a number from the ranoum number table corresponded to any of the 
individuals in the population, then that individual was placed in the 
sample. 

^f. Step three nas repeated until 61 individuals (12.5% of the total 

population Mere selected.) 
3. Eventually, 33 responses were received for a response rate of 37X fro^ 

AEFA m^vmbers. 

Population S: Principals 
Stratified Sampling: 

1. Principals of all Louisiana public schools were identified within each 
of the eight existing Governor's Planning Districts. 

2. All schools were placed into a category representing the configuration 
of the school: eleeentary, secondary and combination. 

3. Within each category, schools were randomly selected with the total 
number selected being proportional to the total of number of schools in 
the category mnd planning district. 

4. A sample of 181 schools was obtained using the above method. Ninety 
three of theses were elementary schools; 40 were high schools. Forty 
eight were fcchools which combine levels (e.g., k-12 schools and other 
grade configurations). 

3. The response rate from this group was 62X or 113 replies. 

Methodology 

Descriptive research methodology was used to collect data for survey 
construction. The eurvey instrument was created through the following steps. 
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1. Review of the topics most often included in book* on school finance 
during the 1980?. (See Bibliography.) 

2. Use of frequency analysis to identify 30 topics. 

3. A modified Likert scale asked individuals to respond to a series of 
stateeents by indicating whether the respondent believed: (1) the topic 
to be vital, (2) important birt not vital or (3) not iiiportant to a 
school level adainistrator . 

Null Hypotheses 

1. There is no significant difference between the mean responses of AEFA 
nefflbers and practicing principals. 

2. There is no significant difference between the mean responses of those 
who have 1 to 4, 5 to 8,. 9 to 16, 17 to 20 or over 21 years of 
experience in educational administration. 

3. There is no significant difference between the mean responses of those 
who regularly teach classes or conduct inservica sessions on school 
finance. 

Statistical Treatment 

1. ANOVA was used to determine whether there was a significant difference 
between means in order to test each null hypothesis (L.R. Gay, 1987; 
Freund, Littell V Spector, 1986). 

2. Duncan Multiple Range Test was used to conduct multiple compirlson of 
the 30 topics. Duncan's method was -used in order to lessen the 
probability of Type I error (Freund, Littell & Spector, 1986). 
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3. Calculation of th« rMponse mean for MCh topic was used to d«t«rminB 
which topics w«r« considered vital to those who teach School Finance and 
practicing school administrators. 

Major Findings and leplications 

Introduction 

It is not unusual to hear that those who teach school finance courses 
and those who practice school finance in principals' offices are Miles apart. 
There are those who say that the courses in school finance are too 
"theoretical"; that prir^ipals want topics in school finance to be 
"practical." 

With this apparent dilenHiia in mind, texts in school finance listed in 
Books in Pr int with copyright dates froe 1980 to 1989 were examined. A 
listing of topics from those texts was coi^iled. By using frequency analysis, 
the topics from the selected texts ^« narrowed to a list of 30. These 30 
topics became the subject of a survey conducted during the Winter, 1989-90. 
The same survey was sent to a random lample of members of American Education 
Finance Association (AEFA) and a stratified random sample of Louisiana 
principals. The findings were based on a response rate of 62X from principals 
and 57X from AEFA members. 

Findings 

There were ng. significant differences between responses of AEFA members 
and principals on 20 of the 30 items (SM Table D. Principals rated 8 of the 
10 topics in contention of more importance, relatively. These tight werei 

— financing school facilities 

— incentives 
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— school efficiency 

— equity in financing schools 

— legal issues in school finance 

— accounting principles 

— use of aicrocoeputers in budgeting 

— federal aid 

The two topics rated higher, relatively, by AEFA aeebers »*ere! 
— ethics 

— collective bargaining 

When the data Mere analyzed to compare the response rate of those who 
teach school finance clasr«s to those of principals, much of the above 
findings remained '.he same (see Table 2). AEFA members are not all professors 
of finance. When those who do not teach such a course were dropped from the 
analysis, no significant difference occurred in the respondents' opinion on 
incentives and school efficiency. However, vouchers emerged as a topic of 
significant disagreement. Principals rate vouchers higher as an ♦'ea of 
concern than did professors of school finance. 

Furthermore, the data were analyzed to determine whether there were 
differences in the perceptions of those who had various amounts of experience 
in school finance (see Table 3). Only of the 30 topics were significantly 
different when experience was the comparison factor. Those four weret 

— budget components 

—collective bargaining 

' — accounting principles 

—federal aid 
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Not surprisingly, tho«« who had I to 4 yMrs •xp«rience considrrtd 
budget components to be of a more vital nature than did those who had 17 to 20 
years of experience. interestingly enough, there was no significant 
difference between those just starting in adeinistration and those who had 
nore than 21 years experienca. 

In a like fashion there was a difference in opinion between those with ^ 
or less and 9 to 16 years of experience on the topic of collective bargaining. 
Those with four or less years experience regarded the topic as relatively eore 
vital than did any other group. Again, there was no difference in response of 
those new in the field and the veterans (more than 21 years experience). 
Also, administrators with less experience regarded the issue of federal aid to 
be of more value than did any other group. 

Finally, those in the middle years of experience, 9 to 20, disagreed 
with the veterans (more than 21 years) on the importance of accounting 
principles, weighing the topic as more valuable. Generally, respondents at 
all levels of experience, except the most senior, regarded knowledge about 
accounting principles as vital for the principal to understand. 

Implications 

From the responses, we can generate a list of the topics principals and 
AEFA members believe to be vital to the school principal. By invoking a 
decision rule (mean 11.3), a list of 13 topics emerged from the 30 originally 
supposed to be vital (see Table 4). Both sets of respondents agreed that 
administering school budgets is the eost important of the topics discussed in 
school finance books in the past decade. 

Significant difference of opinion was found in three areas. 

— legal issues in school finance 
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—accounting principles 

—ethics in resource allocation 
However, the relative ranking given by both populations was similar (see 
Figure 1). No significant differences were found in the opinions on a large 
Majority of the topics. 

In conclusion, in spite of any common myth about the split between those 
who teach educational administration and those who practice it, there seems to 
be no major difference of opinion in the area of school finance. Principals, 
AEFA members and School Finance professors share similar beliefs about topics 
which are vital and those of limited importance in the practice of school 
administration. Professors developing course syllabi and textbooks can use a 
research base for determining which topics are of most importance in the 
opinion of both informed experts and practicing principals. 



Table I 

Mean Responses frow PrinciD* l« and HeflibTs of AEFA 



Topic F l,l<»6 


P 


Mean 


Mean 


Duncan's Multiple 








Principal 


AEFA 


Range Test 


Econoelcs 


<:i 


ns 


1.9 


S.O 


none 


Taxation 


<1 


ns 


2.0 


1.9 


none 


History 


<1 


ns 


2.0 


2.9 


none 


Nonpublic Schls 


1. 1*3 


ns 


2.3 


2.9 


none 


Facilities 


9.33 


.01 


l.k 


1.8 


I vs. 11 


School Budgets 


<1 


ns 


1.1 


1.1 


■ '•none 


Property Man'nent 


<1 


ns 


l.S 


1.9 


none 


Personnel Admin. 


<1 


ns 


1.3 


1.3 


none 


Vouchers 


<S 


ns 


2.1 


2.2 


none 


Incentives 


4.29 


.09 


1.8 


2.0 


I vs. II 


Efficiency 


4. S3 


.09 


1.2 


lA 


I vs. II 


Ethics 


[OAb 


.001 


1.9 


1. 9 


I vs. II 


Politics 


<S 


ns 


2.2 


2.0 


none 


Allocations 


<l 


ns 


1.9 


1.9 


none 


Budget Components 


<2 


ns 


1.9 


1.6 


none 


Planning 


<S 


ns 


l.h 


1.3 


none 


Equity 


9.28 


.001 


1.6 


2.0 


I vs. II 


Budget Cuts 


<1 


ns 


1.6 


1.6 


none 


Bargaining 


9.21 


.09 


2.1 


1.7 


2 vs. II 


Energy Conserving 


2.0 


ns 


1.6 


1.7 


none 


Risk Hanageeent 


<3 


ns 


1.8 


2.0 


none 



\ erIc i« 



Campaigns 


0 


ns 2.0 


2.0 


nons 




Lobbying 


<1 


ns 2.1 


2.2 


none 




Sp.Ed. Funding 


0 


ns 2.1 


2.1 


none 




Effective Schools <1 


ns 1.3 


I A 


nonw 




Technology 


1 


ns 1.9 


1.3 


none 




Legalities 


20.7 


.0001 1.3 


9 A 
c.v 


I v«. 


n 


Accounting 


23.9 


.0001 15 


2.1 


I vs. 


II 


Cofliputers 




.04 1.8 


a 

2.1 


I VS. 


T T 


Fed. Aid 




.0001 1.7 




I vs. 


II 


Note: ns = no 


significant difference 
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Maan R««Don»r/s bv Thos* Uho TMc h School Financ« CQur««« «nd Thof Mho Pq Nq^ 



Topic F i,l'»4 


P 


Mean 


Mean 


Duncan's Multiple 








Principal 


Professor 


Range Test 


Econo>)ics 


<i 


ns 


1.9 


1.9 


none 


Taxation 


<1 


ns 


2.0 


S.O 


none 


History 


<1 


ns 


ZA 


2.<> 


none 


rtonpublic Schls 


<1 


ns 


2.3 


2.<> 


none 


Facilitias 


7.91 


.003 




1.8 


I vs. II 


School Budg«t« 


<1 


ns 


1.1 


1.1 


none 


Property Man'ment 


<1 


ns 


1.5 


1.5 


none 


Personnel Admin. 


<\ 


ns 


1.3 


1.3 


none 


Vouchers 


S.6<> 


.05 


S.O 


ZA 


I vs. 11 


Incentives 




ns 


1.8 


2.0 


none 


Efficiency 


3.79 


.10 


1.2 


I A 


none 


Lthics 


8.63 


.05 


1.9 


1.5 


I vs. II 


Politics 


<S 


ns 


S.l 


2.0 


none 


Allocetions 


1.0 


ns 


1.5 


I A 


nam 


Budget Co«pon«nts 


S.39 


ns 


lA 


1.6 


none 


Planning 


<1 


ns 


lA 


1.3 


none 


Equity 


s.<»a 


.05 


1.6 


1.9 


I vs. II 


Budget Cuts 


<1 


. ns 


1.6 


1.6 


none 


Bargaining 


7.76 


.05 


2.1 


1.7 


I vs. II 


Energy Conserving 


<1 


ns 


1.6 


1.7 


none 


Risk Hanageeent 


1.0 


ns 


1.8 


2.0 


ronm 
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Campaigns 


<1 


ns 


2.0 


1.9 


nons 




Lobbying 


<& 


ns 


2.1 


2.2 


non« 




Sp.Ed. Funding 


<l 


ns 


2.1 


2.0 


none 




Effect iv« Schools 


<1 


ns 


1.3 


l.H 


none 




Technology 


<1 


ns 


1.3 


1.4 


none 




Lagalitiss 


I3.k9 


.001 


1.3 


2.0 


I vs. 


II 


Accounting 


12.87 


.001 


1.3 


2.1 


I vs. 


II 


CoMputsrs 


<S 


ns 


1.8 


2.0 


non* 




Fad. Aid 


16.22 


.0001 


1.8 


2.3 


I vs. 


II 



Note: ns = no significant difference 
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T«bl« 3 

ttoan R»«ion^ bv Y«*r« of E>tDTi«nc« in Adwiniitrttion 

T5pT^ p 4,14d P n««ns by YMrs Duncan's nultipU 

I II III IV V Rang* TMt 



Econoflics 




ns 


"1.9 


1.8 


S.O 


a.o l.y 


norm 


Taxation 


<i 


ns 


1.8 


1.9 


2.1 


1.8 2.0 


nonm 


History 


3.06 


ns 


2.0 


2.9 


2.4 


2.6 2.2 


norm 


Nonpublic Schls 


<1 


ns 


a.3 


2.3 


2.4 


2.3 a.a 


none 


FacilitiM 


<1 


ns 


1.3 


1.9 


1.4 


1.6 1.6 


none 


School Budgets 


<1 


ns 


1.1 


1.0 


1.1 


1.2 1.1 


non« 


Property Man '•ant 


<S 


ns 


1.6 


1.4 


1.4 


1.9 1.8 

• 


none 


Personnel Admin. 


<1 


ns 


1.3 


1.3 


1.2 


1.2 1.3 


none 


Vouchers 


<1 


ns 


2.0 


1.9 


2.2 


2.3 2.1 


none 


Incentives 


<1 


ns 


1.7 


1.8 


1.8 


1.9 1.8 


non« 


Efficiency 


<1 


ns 


1.3 


1.2 


1.2 


1.3 1.4 


none 


Ethics 


<S 


'ns 


1.8 


1.7 


1.9 


l.S 1.7 


non« 


Politics 


<1 


ns 


2.2 


2.1 


2.1 


2.0 2.0 


none 


Allocations 


<1 


ns 




1.9 


1.6 


1.4 1.4 


non« 


Budget Components <S 


ns 


1.3 


1.6 


1.7 


1.8 1.9 


I vs. 


Planning 


<1 


ns 


1.3 


lA 


1.4 


1.4 1.3 


nons 


Equity 


<1 


ns 


1.6 


1.7 


1.7 


2.0 1.6 


none 


Budget Cuts 


<1 


ns 


l.S 


1.9 


1.6 


1.6 1.7 


none 


Bargaining 




.09 


1.7 


2.1 


2.2 


1.8 1.9 


I vs. 


Energy Conserving 


<1 


ns 


1.6 


1.9 


1.7 


1.6 1.9 


none 


Risk Management 


<1 


ns 


1.8 


1.9 


1.8 


1.9 1.9 


none 
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Funding C««paigns 


a 


ns 


2.0 


1.9 


S.O 


8.3 


S.O 


nons 


Lobbying 


<l 


ns 


S.l 


S.l 


S.S 


S.O 


S.O 


nona 


Sp.Ed. Funding 


<S 


ns 


s.o 


1.9 


s.s 


1.9 


8.1 


nona 


EffKtiva Schools 


<1 


ns 


l.S 


1.3 


l.<f 


l.<f 


l.S 


nona 


TKhnology 


<l 


ns 


l.S 


1.3 


1.3 


1.4 


!.<» 


nona 


L«g«liti«s 


0.80 


ns 


l.<f 


1.3 


1.6 


1.6 


1.7 


nona 


Accounting 


1.88 


ns 


1.6 


1.7 


l.b 


1.3 


S.O 


III vs. V 


Coaputars 


0.63 


ns 


1.8 


1.9 


1.8 


1.9 


S.O 


nona 


Fed. Aid 


2.68 


.03 


l.S 


1.8 


1.9 


S.l 


S.l 


I vs. IV & V 



Notes: 

ns * no significant difference 

I « 1 to ^ years of experience 

II « S to 8 

III « 9 to 16 

IV • X 17 to 20 

V s 2\ or above 
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Vital Tooic « in School Financg 



Topic 


Principals 


ACPA Hembers 




Mean 


Rank 


Mean 


Rank 


Ad«inistffring School Budgets 


1.1 


1 


1.1 


1 


School Efficiency* 


i.a 


S 


l.<> 


3 


Effect ivff School ChAracttristics 


1.3 


3 


!.<> 


3 


Personnel Administration 


1.3 


3 


1.3 


S 


Financing FacilitiM* 


l.t* 


i* 


1.8 


6 


Financial Planning/Co9t Control 


l.t* 




1.3 


S 


Property hanagement 


l.S 


5 


1.3 




Internal Resource Allocation 


1.5 


3 


l.S 




Budget Components 


l.S 


S 


1.6 


5 


Technology Use in Schl leproveeent 


l.S 


S 


1.3 


Z 


Legal issues in School Finance* 


l.S 


S 


8.0 


a 


Accounting Principles* 


l.S 


S 


8.1 


7 


Ethics in Resource Allocation* 


1.9 


6 


1.3 


<> 



Itotes: 

Decision Rule: For a topic to be designated "vital" required a mean of < 

from either principals or AEFA meebers. 
Topics with the same rankir^ share the same relative value. 
•Significantly different means 
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T4bU 9 

Topic« of L, ^iit«< laoorUnct 
Topic 



Principal* AEFA M«*«r« 

HUiory of School Firwnca ^ 8.3 

Funding for Nonpublic Schools 2.3 8«S 



Notes: 

Decision Rule: For a topic to be designated "Of Lieited Importance" required 
a m«an of >2,5 from •-th«r principal* or AEFA MMbsrs. 
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Figure 1 i- Vital Topics 

in School Finance 




L«g«nd i 

A " Administvring School Budgets 

B ■ School Efficiency 

C ■ Eff»ctlv» School Characteristic* 

D " P»rsonn«l Administration 

E ■ Financing Facllltl»» 

F ■ Financial Plannlng\Co»t Control 

G *> Property lianag«««nt 

H - Internal R««ourc» Allocation 

I • Budg«t Componvnts 

J ■ Us* of Technology In School Improvsmsnts 
K • Lsgal Issuss In Schoo). Finance 
L ■ Accounting Prlnclpls^ 

II m Ethics In Rssourcs Allocation 
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Figure 2: Topics 

of Limited Importance 



a I 
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